R EMARKS; \R<;i Mfe'NfS 

< Turns 4 S. T * <~1 3. IS. M-3<> and V)-*} are per.dme.. B> tne Auiemlmeni, 
Jariis i i C 18 "4. 2~ <2- .>(-, 3'> .tinl 40 oio trended and cirrus 4 : ~b ate added Hi. 
yuenus-ieu^ and added, c^ims introduce n- new mallei Claims 3" and .SS >uc candled w Ulioat 
prejudice 10. or J'.°<..!aeuer or. utv suNcc; matter leeited m those claims Reconsideration o'The 
jpp!iv\uii-'.i based on i ic cN" e amendments and the foju-^hn; remarks are rospcaiulK 

Claim Objections 

Claims 32-36 arc objected to under 3? C.F.R.. $ 1.75(c), as being of improper 
dependent form. The amendments to claims 32-36 obviate the objection. 

Withdrawal of the objection is respectfully requested. 

Claims 34, 35 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, .second paragraph. 
The cancellation of claim 37 renders the rejection with respect to that claim moot. 
The amendments to claims 34 and 35 obviate the rejection with respect to those claims. 

Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection arc respectfully requested.. 

Claims 1 8, 24-3 1 , and 37-40 are rejected under 35 U .S.C $101. The Office 
Action asserts that these claims allegedly arc not (i) be tied to another statutory class (such as a 
particular apparatus) or {.?.} transform underlying subject matter {such as an article or materials) 
to a different state or thing. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Without conceding the propriety of the rejections, claims IS and 24 arc amended 
to clarify relevant features. The recited features satisfy the requirements of 35 U.S.C. $101 for at 
least the following reasons. 
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u vt ,< ^ So V < Attorney Docket No. . 02?392-9GG43QOS 

Reply to Office Actios of October 17, 2088 

The Office Action apparently considers the previously recited claim features as akin to 
"pureh mental step." However, the features of claims 18 and 24 are more than menial steps. 
! o ! e\ . ij e at ?e< M -\>. k\t\> . - of e.eU u in. pM xce rte vt o< 'd\wc oivVLa^'. sVk*u o\ 
<e. oXmkmu. mvu*.. Lor nctwosl; ^orweeu a sellei and a buyer, the purchase order 
agreement being sfereujj,^^ and relating to a 

transaction in one or more goods or services: electronic modificati on of the purchase order 
agreement upon agreement by the seller and the buyer to the modification; electronically 
eva luating whether the seller has complied with the seller's obligations as defined by the 
purchase order agreement, ejectronieaily pro viding a pa yment instruction if the seller lias been 
evaluated to have complied with the seller's obligations as defined by the purchase order 
am cement, ,md rceeh .ug and ^Ka;h;g or_a compu tet- rea dable ^n agi medium electronic 
evidence, as recited in claim IS, are snore than mental processes. 

Additionally, the recited features are adequately "tied to" a particular machine including 
components that communicate over an electronic communication network, and electronically 
store information to computer-readable storage media. 

As such., claims 18 and 24, and the claims depending therefrom, satisfy the requirements 
of 3 5 U.S.C. §101. Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection are respectfully 
requested, 

CUms 1.8, <U 1 - P. and 2-MtUre rejected under 35 I v< sdt^,a> as bt me 
unpcientai'le >>^er I S P-.t \o o.HkoSe to Con! hn et n\ ther-.-matlei "ConLun l in \ sew of? ^ 
Pat \o ",0(W.2'^ ' \-rxhusct jI {hetcinaiiej ■\orneliuO On- jcfes-tion is RwpecUuh} 

traversed. 

Whlk-U conceding tiic hnapretaron or application. oMhe .Applied teleiencc* and 
^olei\ to ,;d\an< e [MosctiUors of this appheatmu, independent clause 4, IX _nd ~4 are amended. 
I he applied :deienees cannot nu-vnabh he competed ha\c suggested ibe oimhunrsoi* »-J 
fcamres seined m tnese Jamis lor at least tlte following reasons 
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To support a prima facte ease of obviousness, the Examiner mu st demonstrate 
that each feature recited in the claims is found in the cited art, or provide explicit reasoning to 
support the finding thai the features would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made. See MPEF §§2141,2142. The analysis of the Office Action 
fails to meet this standard at least with respect to the features recited in. the independent claims. 

With respect to claim 32. aspects of which are recited in amended claims 4. 1 8 
and 24, the Office Action asserts that the feature of wherein different seller agent users have 
different rights with regard to electronically proposing modifications to the purchase order 
agreement and electronically accepting proposed modifications to the purchase order agreement; 
and wherein different buyer agent users have different rights with regard to electronically 
proposing modifications to the purchase order agreement and electronically accepting proposed 
modifications to the purchase order agreement ''does not further identify the structure of the 
system"* and is considered "non-functional descriptive material." 

Claim 4 recites, in relevant part: 

t he sy s tern ^configured to recog nize differe nt seller aAieTtt,us^r>iJ)^ 
different rights >\hh regard to electronically piopusmg niodiikation* 50 the 
ia f v 1 ^e cj . v error, .md elcet'or eah> a.vontxrj propose mod fk. suns to 
the purchase order agreement; 

the system is co nfigured to re cognize differ ent buver age nt users.. have 
different righ ts v-i'h regard to. dectronkalh proposing modification u> the 
ptirclia.se order agreement and electronically accepting proposed modifications to 
the purchase order agreement; and 

the means for electronic modification of the purchase order 
agreement upon agreement by the seller and the buyer 10 the modification is 
configured so that proposed mo difications to the purchase order. a^emTLLand 
j, eept tig ^. po^ » mo d.ik.m.v.s ;o *|-c pt J\vm otder '..Tcepu.it. ...^ renivneo 
-,vd , \ he it,vpec '\3J2.ner '-"^ >*J> f .^.fts , _LI&.-tt-> 

Claims IS and 24 recite similar features. Such features may not he disregarded as 
"non-functional descriptive material."' Rather, these features recite, in the case of the system of 
claim 4. structural aspects and. in the ease ni'the method claims 18 and 24, specific 
methodology, that do not fall within the limited definition of "material that cannot exhibit any 
functional interrelationship with the way the steps are performed" stated by the Office Action. 



Page 13 of .16 



Apok No. 09/98 ! ,626 MT MX 
VnJ it, * 'h -»0» Attorney Docket No,: 027392-0004 SOUS 

Repfv to Office Action of October 1 7, 2008 

in this regard the Office Action appears to be reiving on the MPKP §2i06.0Kli.!, 
which deals with Computer-Related Nonstatutory Subject Mailer, However, the full statements 
uj this section make clear that it is not properly applied io the claimed subject matter. For 
example, the above features do not fail within the certain types of descriptive material, "'such as 
music, literature, art, photographs, and mere arrangements or compilations offsets or data, 
wkliout any j uncti on al interrelat ionship is not a process, machine, manufacture, or composition 
of matter.*' (emphasis added). 

MPEP §2106(11) goes on to state that for example, a computer that recognizes a 
r»arti^jlj^,groupi^ c>r seque nce of m usical notes read from n temory and therea tier causes 
am^rdcjl^ 

data and the coinp^tjng.jyoeessegj^r ibrmed xvlte n utili?jM..thatdala- "As such, a claim to Htut 
computer is statutory subject matter because it implements a statutory process.'' Likewise, the 
Uairned subject matter regarding permitting functions based on the different rights assigned to 
different seller and buyer agents is statutory subject matter that must be considered by the 

Examiner, 

Additionally. Applicant submit? that the relied -upon portions of the applied 
references would not have reasonably suggested such features. For example, the Office Action 
refers to sections of Cornelias that, deal with workflow management and security. However, 
fv* <u'.<-r evsv 'tvios. t.«. .ol<\ mt icmr^o) u^our, ne >\ tere"* ^e let .^i! a^u^ 
have diikr.ent.;igh^ to the purchase order 

agreement and el ectronical jy accepting p roposed mo difications to the purchase order agreement; 
-cu^-j,'! v djltouTt b tyg: accnt i >cts h,ne diiieient tiuhts with te-a-dk- elevlKyiica'Jy 

i rjKKb^cuos- to ! t* ouultesj o.des agwoctit anu .tect ar_^f-b a*ee|Hrt. c P'^o^ 
v i Ui _u>> *o v mu>\ so . u ei d« « v r.nt and r^- Ur ~ p'o^v>< is i_j a < t - < t i„ 
pnr^hasewx^ 

agre^nent. b; U sed on t he respec tive buyer and. seilexa^eM^. Tights. 

Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection claims 4, 1 8 and 
24 are respectfully requested. 



Page 14 of 16 



s w s n ,dw k<. p oscculion of the present application, aspects of dependent 
claim;.? are discussed in further detail below. However, the omission of a dependent elairn or 
feature from this discussion is not an indication of agreement with the Office Action's analysis. 
Claims 39-42 

Chums 39-42 variously recite receiving an assignment of rights of a first buyer (or 
seller) assent to a second buyer (or seller) agent from a system administrator within an 
organization of the buyer (or seller ) through the computerized svstem. The Office Action reiers 
generally to aspects of Cornelius that describe various roles at id tasks in a workflow system. 
1 lowevcr, Cornelius does not disclose the specifically recited features of assignment of rights of 
a buyer ior sdlerjj^^^ 

The remaining claims are likewise allowable for at least the respective 
dependence of these claims, directly or indirectly, on an allowable base claim, as well as for the 
separately patentable subject matter that each of these claims recites. 

Aecwdinaly. reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection are respectful!} 

requested. 

i QNCLllSIO.N 

- - ieo t i t v force *u \ ^pUauts believe all claims now pending in this 
^ til. r vOod't ot tot al k-. ne issuance oi a forma! Notice of Allowance at an 
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If the IHxarniner believes a telephone conference would expedite prosecution of 
this application, please telephone the undersigned at 202-48 1-9900. 

"I lie Commissioner is authorized to charge any fees due or credit any overpayment 
to the deposit account of Townsend and Townsend and Crew LLP. Deposit Account No. 20-1430. 
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\^ !\v.t x oe o (Vw, I ".vh I . n>* 
San Francisco, California 941 1 1-3834 
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